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THE REPLY FILED 15 December 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE, 
efore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 
rejection under 37 CFR 1 .1 1 3 may only be either: (1 ) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 
_ _ . . ition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 




'..M The proposed amendment(s) will not be enter 

(a) M they raise new issues that would require 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) ^ they are not deemed to place the application in better 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . Jfi^ ■'^'* l0 » 
3 Applicant's reply has overcome the following 



and/or search (see NOTE below); 
for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying tl 
of finally rejected claims. 



in a separate, timely filed amendment 
considered but does NOT place the 



4.D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) wot 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
3 The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)M request 
application in condition for allowance because: 

6. Q The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7. Fi3 For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)IEl will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 1-39 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. D The drawing correction filed on is a)Q approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10O Other: ^ r 

^JOA 
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!. NOTE: the amendment to the claims, for example claim 36, raise new issues that would require fui 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant argues with respect to claims 1-3 and 5 
that the combination of Shan et al. and Lee is improper. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In 
re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981): In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Furthermore, 
as broadly interpreted, Shan etal. does disclose a passage in the inner liner wall, as stated by the examiner (see fig. 1). While this can b 
considered a passage as pointed out by the examiner, the passage being relied upon by the examiner to show the inlet and outlet adapte 
to circulate a fluid through as required by independent claim 1 is shown and described in the secondary reference of Lee. Moreover, the 
secondary reference of Lee provides motivation to modify Shan et al. so as to control the temperatures exposed to the gases (plasma). 
Since the apparatus of Shan is cylindrical, it follows that the passages would need to be annular to cover the exposed surfaces. 
Concerning applicant's statement that neither Shan et al. or Lee teach liners, it is clear in fig. 1 that a liner covers the walls of the 
apparatus, and therefore it would be necessary to control the temperature of this liner since it is the object exposed to the plasma. 
In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must b 
recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily ^ ti h i n 1 iqht reasoning But so long as 

it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not 
include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1 392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Concerning claims 11-12, 14-17, and 20-23, applicant argues that both Shan and Lee fail to suggest a chamber liner adapted to be 
removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber and a 

is removable via a variety of fasteners (see fig. 1 ). Furthermore, motivation was provided previously for forming a passage in the surfaces 
exposed tothegasc- (pla ma) within the chamber. 

Concerning claim 4, applicant argues that the references fail to show or render unobvious the limitation of "a magnet disposed in the inne 
wall". The examiner respectfully submits that a broad reasonable interpretation of the meaning of "inner wall" is clearly met by the Collins 
'953 reference. Regarding the fact that Collins '953 fails to teach a magnet disposed within the inner liner, it is noted that the features 
upon which applicant relies are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). I 
response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can 
only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
nai kill i- In re Fi <J37 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 

t isma j i nin tt< n r labilit More he s clearl >r n 19 I luse in liii tl magne are 

located near the pumping port to confine the plasma (see fig. 1) and in fig. 1 of Shan etal. the region near the pumping port has lips 
extending into the processing chamber so it would have been obvious to modify the apparatus of Shan to insert the magnets in this lip 

With respect to rejections involving the Reimold et al. reference, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck 
& Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Concerning the rejection of claim 24 using the Banholzer reference, applicant argues that Banholzer teaches away from the Lee 
reference. However, the Lee reference is relied upon to show temperature control of the portions of the liner exposed to the plasma and 
therefore the rejection is still proper. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 11-12, 14-17, and 20-23, the base for covering the bottom of the processing chamber is shown by Sha 
et al. and the motivation for forming the passage in the base is provided by Masuda for the reasons in the final rejection and therefore the 
rejection is maintained. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 11-12, 14-17, and 20-23, the base for covering the bottom of the processing chamber is shown by Pu e 
al. and the motivation for forming the passage in the base is provided by Masuda for the reasons in the final rejection and therefore the 

Regarding the rejection of claims 18-19 over Pu et al. in view of Masuda and further in view of Collins, the base for covering the bottom of 
the processing chamber is shown by Pu et al. and the motivation for forming the passage in the base is provided by Masuda for the 
reasons in the final rejection and therefore the rejection is maintained. 

With respect to the rejection of claim 24 using the Banholzer reference in conjunction with Pu et al., applicant argues that Pu et al. and 
Banholzer teach away from each other. However, this analysis appears to be inaccurate because the fact that particles do or do not 
adhere to the exposed portions appears to be more of a result of an intended use of the apparatus then a structural limitation and it is not 
clear where Pu et al. discourages or teaches the prevention of particles depositing on the exposed portions. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 11-12, 14-17, and 20-23, the base for covering the bottom of the processing chamber is shown by Pu e 
al. and the motivation for forming the passage in the base is provided by Lee for the reasons in the final rejection and therefore the 
rejection is maintained.. 
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